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I INTRODUCTION.

Pursuant to the schedule adopted in the Commission's Order Instituting Rulemaking 06-10-
005 ("OIR"), SureWest TeleVideo ("SureWest") provides these reply comments in response to
opening comments filed in this proceeding on October 25, 2006.

Based on some parties' comments, there appears to be a fundamental misunderstanding
regarding the scope of the Commission's role in administering the new state-issued video
franchises authorized under the Franchise Act." Notwithstanding invitations made in opening
comments to expansively interpret the Commission's role in the video services market, SureWest
urges that the Commission carefully evaluate any rule it intends to adopt to ensure that the rule
comports with the limited scope of authority granted to the Commission under the Franchise Act.
As discussed in opening comments filed by SureWest and other parties, the default approach for
rules in the proposed General Order should be to track statutory language.

Along these lines, SureWest responds to opening comments proposing an expanded
application process, comments proposing a more active role for the Commission, both through
data gathering and resolving protests of initial applications, and comments proposing a complex
framework for addressing cross-subsidization.

In addition, these reply comments also address the parent company issue created by the
proposed General Order, the collection of the User Fee, a proposed definition of "sécioeconomic"
in conjunction with statutory requirements, and the appropriate size of any bond required of
franchisees.

Finally, SureWest recognizes concerns expressed by some commenting parties that the
tight schedule adopted for this proceeding makes it difficult to fully vet the proposed rules.
SureWest supports the Commission's effort to have in place as soon as possible rules related to the
application for a state-issued franchise. However, SureWest believes there is less urgency to adopt

rules related to amendments, renewals and reporting requirements, which will not be relevant in

! Assembly Bill 2987, Ch. 700, Stats. 2006. The bulk of the Franchise Act is encoded in
California Public Utilities Code Sections 5800-5970.
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the early days of the new video franchise framework. For these reasons, SureWest would not

oppose addressing non-application related issues in a separate phase of this docket.

IL THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PROPOSALS TO EXPAND ITS

OVERSIGHT ROLE BEYOND THAT AUTHORIZED BY THE FRANCHISE ACT

AND FEDERAL LAW.

The Franchise Act makes explicitly clear that the Commission's role in the oversight of
video service providers is strictly limited. For example, the Commission may not ". . . impose any
requirement on any holder of a state franchise except as expressly provided . . " in the Digital
Infrastructure and Video Competition Act of 2006 ("DIVCA").2 The Commission does not have
the authority to regulate the rates, terms and conditions of video services, except as expﬁcitly set
forth in DIVCA.> With respect to the franchise application process specifically, the Commission
may not exceed the provisions set forth in California Public Utilities Code Section 5840.* In this
regard, the Commission's jurisdiction under the Franchise Act is limited to application processing
and fees (§ 5840), specified anti-discrimination requirements (§ 5890), reporting of employment
(§ 5920) and deployment (§ 5960), basic telephone price increases (§ 5950) and annual fees (§§
401 and 440-444).

The Legislative Counsel Digest prepared for AB 2987 states that the "bill would enact the
Digital Infrastructure and Video Competition Act of 2006 and would establish a procedure for the
issuance of state franchises for the provision of video service, which would be defined to include
cable service and open-video systems, that would be administered by the Public Utilities
Commission. The commission would be the sole franchising authority for state franchises to
provide video services." This summary supports the conclusion that the legislature intended a

narrowly confined role for the Commission relative to its oversight of the video service market.

2 Cal. Public Util. Code § 5840(a).
3 Cal. Public Util. Code § 5840(c).
4 Cal. Public Util. Code § 5840(b).
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Furthermore, the Franchise Act sets forth the exact timeframe in which the Commission
must act on franchise applications, providing further indicia of the Commission's limited role
relative to the video services market. Even comments filed by local jurisdictions conceded the
"ministerial nature of state franchising."’

As a further constraint on the Commission's role in the video services market, federal law
also limits the Commission's authority as to what it can review and regulate in the provision of
cable services. Section 621 and 626 of the Communications Act of 1934,° as amended by the
1996 Act, outline the role of local franchising authorities with regard to regulation of cable.
Specifically, 621(c) states that "Any cable system shall not be subject to regulation as a common
carrier or utility by reason of providing any cable service." The Commission may not exceed
national standards applied to state and local authorities.

Ignoring this statutory framework and the explicit limits on the Commission's authority,
several parties propose a broad expansion of the Commission's role in the video services market.
For example, the Greenlining Institute ("Greenlining") would expand the franchise application
form to require applicants to provide the following information:

1) Efforts to help close the digital divide;
2) Efforts to fund access to new technologies by underserved cdmmunities;
3) Demonstrated diversity at all levels of employment and management; and
4) Business opportunities created by franchise applicants for small businesses, and,
in particular, small minority and women-owned businesses.’
However, nowhere in the Franchise Act is there explicit authorization for the Commission to

require such information of applicants.

3 League of California Cities and the States of California and Nevada Chapter of the National
Association of Telecommunications Officers and Advisors ("League/SCAN NATOA") Joint
Opening Comments , p. 4.

547 U.S.C. §§ 541, 546.

7 Greenlining Opening Comments, p. 2.
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Similarly, the joint comments of the California Community Technology Policy Group and
Latino Issues Forum ("CCTPG/LIF") contend that the Commission should use the OIR to ". . .
institute comprehensive regulations over video services."® CCTPG/LIF also contend that ". . . the
Commission is now charged with ensuring that the franchises meet expectations similar to those

"9 However, it is impossible to construe

imposed on other utilities regulated by the Commission.
the Franchise Act to condone the promulgation of comprehensive regulations relative to the video
services market, and any suggestion to treat video service providers similar to public utilities is
cleérly contrary to the explicit declarations of the Franchise Act and federal statute.'
Recommendations to substantially increase the Commission's role in the video services
market beyond that already identified in the proposed General Order exceed the scope of the
Franchise Act and should be rejected. Instead of looking to expand the provisions of the proposed
General Order, the Commission should carefully consider’whether each of the proposed General
Order's provisions finds authority in the Franchise Act. Furthermore, "Rather than anticipating
compliance problems based on pure speculation, the Commission should wait to see if any
problems materialize and then address them in the appropriate fashion at that time."!! With these

principles in mind, the result of this proceeding should be a narrowly tailored general order that

encourages competition in video markets with minimal regulatory interference.

8 CCTPG/LIF Opening Comments, p. 3.
® CCTPG/LIF Opening Comments, p. 4.

10 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 541(c) ("Any cable system shall not be subject to regulations as a common
carrier or utility by reason of providing any cable service.")

" Verizon California Inc. ("Verizon") Opening Comments, p. 18.
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III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT AUTHORIZE PROTESTS OF FRANCHISE

APPLICATIONS.

The OIR tentatively concludes that no person or entity may protest a franchise
aplplication.12 Consistent with this determination, the proposed General Order does not include a
provision that would permit the protest of a franchise application.

Several parties, however, contend that the Commission should permit protests of franchise
applica’[ions.13 According to one party, the Législature would not have required service of an
application on a local jurisdiction if the Legislature did not intend for the opportunity to protest the
application.” This rationale ignores that the filing for a state franchise can have significance for
those jurisdictions that have previously issued local franchises, and requiring notice of the filing
permits the local jurisdiction to anticipate next steps flowing from that development (e.g., an
existing local frénchisee abrogating its local franchise). TURN contends that the absence of
express statutory authority to permit protests "is hardly a definitive expression of legislative
intent.""> TURN is incorrect. As discussed earlier, Section 5840(b) states that the application
process may not exceed the provisions set forth in Section 5840. Section 5840 does not authorize
protests of franchise applications; therefore, protests are not permitted.

If the Commission nonetheless changes course and authorizes protests of franchise
applications, the Commission should do so in a manner consistent with the policy of the Franchise
Act, namely to make the Commission's review as ministerial as possible. In other words, any
opportunity to protest a franchise application should be limited to specific defects in the
application only so as not to open up the process to issues beyond the Commission's jurisdiction.

Specifically, the Commission, if it is inclined to create a protest opportunity, should limit the

1201R, p. 11.

13 L eague/SCAN NATOA Joint Opening Comments, pp. 8-9; City of Berkeley Opening
Comments, pp. 2-4; Consumer Federation of California Opening Comments, pp. 4-5; The Utility
Reform Network Opening Comments, pp. 3-6.

141 eague/SCAN NATOA Joint Opening Comments, p. 9.
15 TURN Opening Comments, p. 3.
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scope of a protest to either of two items — completeness or accuracy. Any other concern raised
during the course of the application process is beyond the Commission's jurisdiction and should
not be permitted as a valid basis for protesting a franchise application.

Furthermore, if the Commission does authorize protests, the pool of potenti.al protesters
should be limited to those local jurisdictions that are impacted by a particular state franchise
application. Local jurisdictions are ultimately responsible for the interests of their constituents
and will have sufficient interest to vet the completeness and accuracy of an application. The
Franchise Act contemplates a streamlined process for franchise applications, and allowing protests
from all comers would create an opening to undermine the legislative intent behind the Franchise
Act.

An additional note pertaining to the Division of Ratepayer Advocates ("DRA") is relevant.
Section 5900(k) proscribes the advocacy DRA may undertake relative to video franchise matters.
In particular, DRA is only authorized to advocate on behalf of ;/ideo customers with respect to
franchise renewals, compliance with build-out requirements, compliance with customer service
and privacy requirements, and the rate freeze imposed on telephone companies.'® Section 5900(k)
does not give DRA the authority to participate in the initial application process. The Legisldtive
Counsel Digest confirms DRA's limited role in the video franchise process: "The bill would
authorize the commission’s Division of Ratepayer Advocates to advocate on behalf of video
service customers in connection with state franchise renewal and enforcement of service
standards." Accordingly, if the Commission does create a protest opportunity, DRA is statutorily

excluded from filing such protests.

16 Cal. Public Util. Code § 5900(k).
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ENTANGLE PARENT COMPANIES AND

AFFILIATES IN THE FRANCHISE PROCESS OR LIMIT THE AVAILABILITY

OF FRANCHISES.

In its opening comments, SureWest argued against the proposed General Order's definition
of "State Video Franchise Holder," which would treat as a franchise holder an applicant's parent
company and all its affiliates. SureWest also opposed the proposal to limit each family of
companies to one state-issued franchise. Many of the parties filing opening comments echo
SureWest's concerns. |

Verizon provides several additional reasons why it would be inappropriate to treat a parent
company as the holder of a state-issued franchise. 17 For example, a parent company may not have
the requisite permits or certifications to conduct business in California. The requirement exceeds
the authority granted to the Commission by the Franchise Act; nothing in that statutory framework
suggests that the Commission may dictate which corporate entity may hold a franchise. The
identified issues that the "solution" is intended to fix are completely hypothetical and unlikely to
occur. Furthermore, other less onerous means are available for addressing the hypothetical issues,
such as tailoring required reporting requirements to cover the franchise holder and its affiliates.

The California Cable and Telecommunications Association ("CCTA") also raises

| compelling issues why the Commission should eliminate the requirement in the proposed General

Order that a family of companies may hold only one state franchise.'® Such a requirement could
trigger significant tax liabilities which must be factored into the relative merits of the prohibition.
The requirement could also trigger complex corporate reorganizations that could impact local
jurisdictions and minority owners.

Given these added concerns, SureWest reiterates its proposal that the Commission revise

the proposed General Order's definition of "State Video Franchise Holder." With respect to

17 Verizon Opening Comments, pp. 13-18.
18 CCTA Opening Comments, pp. 6-8.
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issuing multiple franchises to affiliates, the Commission should wait to evaluate the video services

landscape before imposing a limitation that is merely authorized, not mandated, under the

Franchise Act.

V.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ADOPT REVISIONS PROPOSING

COMPREHENSIVE REGULATIONS RELATED TO CROSS-SUBSIDIZATION.

In its opening comments, DRA contends that the proposed General Order does not
adequately regulate the prohibition against cross-subsidization contained in the Franchise Act.”
To remedy this perceived deficiency, DRA proposes to add onerous provisions to the proposed
General Order, including 1) quarterly reports at the wire center level regarding rate increases for
basic residential service; 2) quarterly reports of financial and enginéering information showing the
cost of deploying a company's network; and 3) the authority to audit state franchise holders.

The Commission should reject DRA's proposed revisions. Similar to issues raised above,
the Franchise Act provides no authority to the Commission to adopt an expansive reporting and
audit requirement along the lines suggested by DRA. Furthermore, the Franchise Act only
provides the Commission with ministerial responsibilities with respect to review and authorization
through the state franchising process. Video service providers are not public utilities, but DRA's
proposal would treat them as though they are.

On the topic of cross-subsidization, the Franchise Act, at Section 5940, provides only that:

5940. The holder of a state franchise under this division who also
provides stand-alone, residential, primary line, basic telephone service
shall not increase this rate to finance the cost of deploying a network to
provide video service.

After setting forth this prohibition, the Franchise Act, at Section 5950, then outlines the

.Commission's authority for addressing cross-subsidization, stating:

1 DRA Opening Comments, p.3; see Cal. Public Util. Code § 5940.
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5950. The commission shall not permit a telephone corporation that is
providing video service directly or through its affiliates pursuant to a state-
issued franchise as an incumbent local exchange ‘carrier to increase rates
for residential, primary line, basic telephone service above the rate as of
July 1, 2006, until January 1, 2009, unless that telephone corporation is
regulated under rate of return regulation. However, the commission may
allow rate increases to reflect increases in inflation as shown in the
Consumer Price Index published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. This
section does not affect the authority of the commission to authorize an
increase in rates for basic telephone service that is bundled with other
services and priced as a bundle. Nothing in this section is intended to
prohibit implementation of commission decision D. 06-04-071 to the
extent it has not been implemented prior to July 1, 2006.

Notably, Section 5950 does not give the Commission the authority to institute onerous

reporting requirements or to undertake audits to content itself regarding the absence of

cross-subsidization.

The cross-subsidy issue was very much a concern of TURN and DRA during the
legislative process, and Sections 5940 and 5950 were incorporated into the legislation to deal with
those concerns. The Franchise Act protects consumers from the cross-subsidy issue by imposing a
two year rate freeze on basic service rates. However, the legislative negotiations and compromises
did not include ongoing reporting requirements or audits.

DRA's proposal is completely contrary to the pro-competition policy permeating the
Franchise Act, which finds no room for the outdated, command-and-control approach to regulation
embodied in DRA's propbsal. Furthermore, the Franchise Act does not contemplate DRA playing
a role with regard to the cross-subsidy issue. The Legislative Counsel Digest summarizing the
Franchise Act specifically states that “The bill would authorize the commission’s Division of
Ratepayer Advocates to advocate on behalf of video service customers in connection with state

franchise renewal and enforcement of service standards.” Further, as discussed previously,
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Section 5900(k) only provides that DRA "shall have authority to advocate on behalf of video
customers regarding renewal of a state-issued franchise and enforcement of Sections 5890, 5900,
and 5950." Accordingly, the Franchise Act does not provide DRA or the Commission a role with
regard to cross-subsidization beyond a violation of the rate freeze. Any enforcement activities on
its own motion relative to cross-subsidization are outside the Commission's authority as such
authority is provided for in the Franchise Act?

In its opening comments, TURN contends the Commission has failed to propose adequate

regulations to address the cross-subsidy prohibition.21 However, as TURN points out in its

O 0 N\ e i A W

comments, the Bill Analysis prepared for AB 2987 specifically states that the "bill deals with the
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potential for cross-subsidization by freezing rates for basic residential telephone service at current

o
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levels until 2009, with PUC authorized to raise those rates to reflect inflation increases."
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Accordingly, contrary to TURN's assumption, the legislature has outlined the full scope of

[
W

Commission activity intended in this area, i.., the two year rate freeze. As discussed throughout

o
£~

these reply comments, the Commission has received only a narrowly tailored scope of authority
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and, unless explicitly provided in the Franchise Act, lacks authority to undertake the extensive

[
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regulatory activities advocated by TURN. Furthermore, the Franchise Act explicitly excludes

from Commission jurisdiction any authority over the rates, terms and conditions of service related
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to video services, other than as specified in the Franchise Act. Nothing in the Franchise Act
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provides the Commission the authority to mandate the comprehensive information tracking and

[
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reporting requirements TURN deems necessary.
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In addition and as discussed in more detail above, federal laws prevents the Commission
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from instituting the substantial regulatory oversight regarding cross-subsidization of video service

[
w

providers proposed by DRA and TURN.
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»
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20 1 the competitive market that video services already occupies, the Commission can be certain
that competitors will have appropriate incentives to police compliance with the prohibition
provided in Section 5940 and bring appropriate legal action if necessary.

[ 35 T
N

2! TURN Opening Comments, p. 8.
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VL. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT AWARD INTERVENOR COMPENSATION

FOR PARTICIPATING IN VIDEO-RELATED PROCEEDINGS.

In its opening comments, SureWest opposed the idea of awarding intervenor compensation
to entities participating in the video franchise process. Without repeating the entire analysis here,
SureWest concurs in the detailed statutory analysis provided by Verizon that demonstrates the
Commission has no authority to award intervenor compensation for participation in proceedings
related to oversight of entities that are not public utilities.”> On this basis, the Commission should
reject any proposal to permit the award of intervenor compensation in video franchise related

proceedings.

VII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ALLOCATE YEAR ONE COSTS OVER
MULTIPLE YEARS AND BASE RECOVERY ON HOUSEHOLDS COVERED BY
ISSUED STATE FRANCHISES. |
In its opening comments, SureWest proposed allocating the Commission's Year One

regulatory costs over a period of years based on households covered by state franchises issued.

SureWest continues to support this methodology for allocating and recovering this cost.

In its opening comments, Verizon suggests allocating Year One costs based on telephone
lines served by a franchise holder (and presumably its affiliates).”> While Verizon's proposal is
not unreasonable, it does raise some concerns for SureWest. First, the question arises whether
Voice over Internet Protocol ("VoIP") "lines" would be factored into the analysis. In addition,
there is no direct nexus between telephone lines and the decision to file for a state-issued
franchise. While it is true that the two major telephone companies are expected to apply for state
franchises, such franchises are not solely available to telephone companies, and the costs should

be shared equitably among all state franchisees.

22 Verizon Opening Comments, pp. 3-5.

2 Verizon Opening Comments, p. 23.

11
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AT&T California ("AT&T") supports the proposal to allocate Year One costs based on the
number of franchise holders.?* AT&T's support is obviously self-serving, because under any other
apprpach to allocating fees, AT&T, as the entity with the largest service area by geography or
population, is likely to incur the largest proportion of these costs. Allocating costs consistent with
the proposed General Order, however, would reduce costs thaf should otherwise be borne by
AT&T and could erect a significant barrier to entry for small companies seeking to compete
against entrenched incumbents, including AT&T. '

Regardless of the allocation method, SureWest does not believe it is fair to allocate all
start-up regulatory expenses to Year One franchise holders. On this basis, SureWest reiterates it
proposal to amortize Year One User Fees into subsequent years. A five year amortization period

would be reasonable.

VIII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT VERIZON'S DEFINITION OF

"SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS."

The Franchise Act requires some amount o.f reporting on a "socioeconomic status" basis.?’
The proposed General Order adopts an overly broad definition of "socioeconomic status,"
requiring applicants to report broadband availability, video availability, both generally and with
respect to low-income households. However, the proposed General Order does not follow
applicable statutory provisions. The proposed General Order should be modified to conform with
the statutory framework, and SureWest concurs with Verizon's proposal to limit the definition of

. . . . . )
"socioeconomic status" to income information. 6

24 AT&T Opening Comments, p. 11.
25 Cal. Public Util. Code § 5840(e)(6).

26 Verizon Opening Comments, pp. 9-11.

12
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IX. THE COMMISSION SHOULD MAINTAIN THE $100,000 BOND

REQUIREMENT. |

Some parties express concern that a $100,000 bond requirement is inadequate:.27 While
SureWest believes that the $100,000 bond required by the proposed General Order is appropriate
and consistent with the intent of the Franchise Act, if the Commission elects to modify the bond
requirement, any revision should not be based on a one-size-fits-all approach. For a smaller video
service provider like SureWest, a massive bond requirement that might be deemed appropriate for
a larger provider and its concurrently larger areas served would be an impediment to SureWest
and other small carfiers providing video conipetition to small areas of the state. As a further
donsideration, the Commission could build on the Franchise Act's distinction between video
service providers (and their affiliates) serving greater than 1,000,000 telephone lines,?® and require
that video service providers with less than 1,000,000 telephone lines are subject to the $100,000
bond requirement, and video service providers with greater than 1,000,000 telephone lines are

subject to a higher bond requirement.

X. CONCLUSION.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission should reject proposals to expand the
Commission's role in the video services market beyond that authorized in the Franchise Act. The
Commission should also adopt a set of franchise rules that closely tracks the statutory framework
of the Franchise Act. Finally, the Commission should revise the proposed General Order, the
application forms and other requirements related to video franchises as'presented in SureWest's

opening and reply comments.

27 See, e.g., City of Pasadena Opening Comments, p. 3.
28 See, e.g., Cal. Public Util. Code § 5890.
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Telephone:  (415) 433-1900
Facsimile: (415) 433-5530

&V’%@&—

14

Sean P. Beatty
Attorneys for SureWest TeleVldeo




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL

I, Noel Gieleghefn, declare: -

I am a resident of the State of California, over the age of eighteen years, and not a party
to the within action. My business address is COOPER, WHITE & COOPER LLP, 201
‘California Street, 17" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111.

On November 1, 2006, I served the REPLY COMMENTS OF SUREWEST
TELEVIDEO (U 6324 C) by placing a true and correct copy thereof with the firm's mailing
room personnel, for mailing in accordance with the firm's ordinary practices, addressed to the
parties on the CPUC's service list for R. 06-10-005. Copies were also sefved via e-mail on those
parties on this list who provided an e-mail address.

I declafe undér penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 1, 2006, at San Francisco, California.

Noel Gieleghem




SERVICE LIST

CPUC Service List as of October 31, 2006
Case No. R.06-10-005 (Video Franchise/DIVCA)

WILLIAM H. WEBER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
CBEYOND COMMUNICATIONS

320 INTERSTATE NORTH PARKWAY
ATLANTA, GA 30339

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, LLC
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.

SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

[ZETTA C.R. JACKSON

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF OAKLAND

1 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA, 10TH FLR.
OAKLAND, CA 94103

SYREETA GIBBS

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ALLEN S. HAMMOND, IV
PROFESSOR OF LAW

" SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LAW
500 EL CAMINO REAL
SANTA CLARA, CA 94305

DOUGLAS GARRETT

COX COMMUNICATIONS

2200 POWELL STREET, STE. 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

LESLA LEHTONEN

VP LEGAL & REGULATORY AFFAIRS
CALIFORNIA CABLE

TELEVISION ASSOCIATION

360 22ND STREET, NO. 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

ANN JOHNSON
VERIZON
HQEO02F61

600 HIDDEN RIDGE
IRVING, TX 75038

KIMBERLY M. KIRBY, ATTORNEY AT LAW
MEDIASPORTSCOM P.C,

3 PARK PLAZA, SUITE 1650

IRVINE, CA 92614

DAVID J. MILLER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

TOM SELHORST

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 2023
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ALEXIS K. WODTKE, ATTORNEY AT LAW
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA
(CFC)

520 S. EL CAMINO REAL, STE. 340

SAN MATEO, CA 94402

GLENN SEMOW, DIRECTOR STATE
REGULATORY & LEGAL AFFAIR
CALIFORNIA CABLE &
TELECOMMNICATIONS

360 22ND STREET, NO. 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

MARIA POLITZER

LEGAL DEPARTMENT ASSOCIATE
CALIFORNIA CABLE

TELEVISION ASSOCIATION

360 22ND STREET, NO. 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

DAVID C. RODRIGUEZ

STRATEGIC COUNSEL

523 WEST SIXTH STREET, SUITE 1128
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

ELAINE M. DUNCAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FASSIL FENIKILE

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1925
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ENRIQUE GALLARDO
LATINO ISSUES FORUM

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH S. FABER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
LAW OFFICE OF JOSEPH S. FABER
3527 MT. DIABLO BLVD.,, SUITE 287
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549

JEFFREY SINSHEIMER
CALIFORNIA CABLE &
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
360 22ND STREET, 750
OAKLAND, CA 94612

MARK RUTLEDGE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FELLOW

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLR.
BERKELEY, CA 94704



ROBERT GNAIZDA, POLICY
DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE; SECOND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

ALOA STEVENS, DIRECTOR,
GOVERNMENT&EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 708970

SANDY, UT 84070-8970

RICHARD CHABRAN

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY
TECHNOLOGY POLICY

1000 ALAMEDA STREET, SUITE 240
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

GREG FUENTES
11041 SANTA MONICA BLVD., NO.629
LOS ANGELES, CA 90025

BARRY FRASER

CABLE FRANCHISE ADMINISTRATOR

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY, ROOM 208
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

BILL NUSBAUM

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

WILLIAM K. SANDERS

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

RANDLOPH W. DEUTSCH

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

555 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

GREG R. GIERCZAK, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SURE WEST TELEPHONE

PO BOX 969

200 VERNON STREET

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678

KEN SIMMONS

ACTING GENERAL MANAGER
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY
CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1400

200 N. MAIN STREET

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

STACY BURNETTE, ACTING CABLE
TELEVISION DIV. MANAGER
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY
CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1255

200 N, MAIN STREET

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

JONATHAN L. KRAMER, ATTORNEY AT LAW
KRAMER TELECOM LAW FIRM

2001 S. BARRINGTON AVE,, SUITE 306

LOS ANGELES, CA 90025

STEVEN LASTOMIRSKY

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

1200 THIRD AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

CHRISTINE MAILLOUX, ATTORNEY AT LAW
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

JEFFREY LO

ASIAN LAW CAUCUS

939 MARKET STREET, SUITE 201
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

GREG STEPHANICICH

RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON

44 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 3800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104-4811

C:\NrPortbNSFANGIELEGHEM\550458_1.DOC

KEVIN SAVILLE

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.

MOUND, MN 55364

LONNIE ELDRIDGE
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

CITY HALL EAST, SUITE 700

200 N. MAIN STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

WILLIAM IMPERIAL,
TELECOMMUNICATIONS REG. OFFICER
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY
CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1255

200 N. MAIN STREET

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

MICHAEL J. FRIEDMAN, VICE PRESIDENT
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

MANAGEMENT CORP.

5757 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 645

LOS ANGELES, CA 90036

AARON C. HARP

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH

3300 NEWPORT BLVD

NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92658-8915

REGINA COSTA

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MALCOLM YEUNG, STAFF ATTORNEY
ASIAN LAW CAUCUS

939 MARKET ST., SUITE 201

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107




PETER A. CASCIATO

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

WILLIAM L. LOWERY

MILLER VAN EATON, LLP

400 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 501
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

MARK T. BOEHME
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF CONCORD '
1950 PARKSIDE DRIVE
CONCORD, CA 94510

BARRY F. MCCARTHY, ESQ.
ATTORNEY AT LAW

MCCARTHY & BARRY LLP

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

JOE CHICOINE, MANAGER
STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

ALIK LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER
ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JENNIE CHANDRA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5141

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RANDY CHINN

SENATE ENERGY UTILITIES &
COMMUNICATIONS

STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4040
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

GRANT KOLLING

SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF PALO ALTO

250 HAMILTON AVENUE, 8TH FLOOR
PALO ALTO, CA 94301

PETER DRAGOVICH

ASSISTANT TO THE CITY MANAGER
CITY OF CONCORD

1950 PARKSIDE DRIVE, MS 01/A
CONCORD, CA 94519

WILLIAM HUGHES

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF SAN JOSE

16TH FLOOR

200 EAST SANTA CLARA STREET
SAN JOSE, CA 95113-1900

ROBERT A. RYAN, COUNTY COUNSEL
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

700 H STREET, SUITE 2650
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ANNE NEVILLE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CARRIER BRANCH

AREA3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOSEPH WANZALA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

& CONSUMER ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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JOSE E. GUZMAN, JR.

NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX

& ELLIOTT LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

DAVID HANKIN

VP, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

RCN CORPORATION

1400 FASHION ISLAND BLVD., SUITE 100
SAN MATEO, CA 94404

CHRIS VAETH, ATTORNEY AT LAW
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

CHARLES BORN, MANAGER
GOVERNMENT & EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

OF CALIFORNIA

9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.

ELK GROVE, CA 95624

SUE BUSKE

THE BUSKE GROUP

3001 J STREET, SUITE 201
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

APRIL MULQUEEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHAEL OCHOA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

& CONSUMER ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214




ROBERT LEHMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

& CONSUMER ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

WILLIAM JOHNSTON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER
ISSUES BRANCH

ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SINDY J. YUN .
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION -

ROOM 4300

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DELANEY HUNTER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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TIMOTHY J. SULLIVAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5204

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

EDWARD RANDOLPH, CHIEF CONSULTANT
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE

UTILITIES AND COMMERC

STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814




